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Regional  differences  in  weather,  crop 
outturns,  and  farm  income  were  responsible 
for  divergent  trends  in  prices  of  farm  real 
estate  in  the  4  months  ending  November  1, 
1954.  Prices  increased  in  the  North  Central 
area  but  in  most  other  areas  they  continued 
the  moderate  rate  of  decline  of  the  first 
half  of  the  year.      Increases  of  2  percent  or 


more  in  15  States  more  than  offset  similar 
declines  in  11  other  States,  so  that  the 
national  index  of  average  value  per  acre 
advanced  to  124  (1947-49  =  100),  1  percent 
above  July  and  2  percent  above  a  year  earlier. 
In  terms  of  the  1912-14  average,  the  November 
index  was  204.  • 
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SUMMARI 


Prices  of  farmland  strengthened  in  the  central  Com  Belt  during 
the  U  months  ending  November  1,  195U  but  in  most  other  States  they 
drifted  moderately  lower.     The  national  index  of  average  value  per  acre 
advanced  to  121;  (19li7-U9  «s  100),  1  percent  above  last  July  and  2  percent 
above  November  1953*     The  small  gains  in  the  national  level  from  March 
to  November  195^1  offset  part  of  the  decline  that  followed  the  post-Korean 
peak  in  July  1952  j   the  November  195ii  level  was  only  k  percent  below  that 
peak.     However,  the  amount  of  change  has  varied  considerably  in  different 
areas.     New  all-time  peaks  were  reached  in  6  States  last  November,  and 
in  16  other  States  values  were  within  5  percent  of  their  previous  highs. 
Most  of  these  States  were  in  the  central  Com  Belt  or  along  the  eastern 
seaboard  from  New  Jersey  to  Florida.     Largest  declines  have  been  in  the 
Mountain  and  Pacific  Coast  regions  where  the  November  level  averaged  l5 
percent  lower  than  the  previous  peak. 

The  number  of  voluntary  transfers  of  farm  real  estate  during  1951| 
was  probably  near  that  of  1953 >  which  was  the  lowest  since  the  raid-thirties. 
Slight  increases,  compared  with  a  year  earlier,  may  have  occurred  in 
Iowa,  Minnesota,  and  several  other  Com  Belt  States  where  land  values 
have  strengthened  most.     Elsewhere,   however,   the  rate  of  transfer  was  at 
or  near  that  of  the  previous  year.     The  number  of  farms  for  sale  has 
remained  at  a  low  level  in  recent  years,   but  a  slight  increase  was  re- 
ported in  areas  where  land  values  have  declined  more  than  average. 
Demand  for  farmland  strengthened  somewhat  in  the  Midwest,  but  else- 
where it  continued  weak,  especially  in  States  affected  by  drought. 

Some  increase   in  the  amount  and  availability  of  farm  mortgage  credit 
in  the  last  half  of  195ii  was  evident  in  the  Midwest  and  to  a  lesser 
extent  in  the  better  land  areas  elsewhere.     Interest  rates  charged  by 
several  insurance  companies  were  reduced,  usually  by  one-half  of  1 
percent.     Appraised  values  and  loan  limits  were  raised  slightly.     The 
total  amount  of  farm  mortgage  credit  extended  in  the  third  quarter  of 
195U  continued  to  rise,  reaching  the  highest  point  since  193U. 
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Land  Values  Higher  in  Midwest; 
"Decline  Continues  Elsewhere 

Generally  favorable  weather  in  the  195U  crop-year  in  most  of  the 
northern  Com  Belt,   slightly  higher  prices  than  a  year  earlier  for 
several  iirportant  crops,  and  good  returns  from  hogs  helped  to  sustain 
fami  income  at  or  near  record  levels.     These  factors .were  also  responsible 
for  renewed  interest  in  the  purchase  of  farm  real  estate  and  for  a 
slight  rise  in  prices  paid.     Although  the  market  was  not  active  by 
previous  standards,   better  grades  of  farms  found  ready  buyers  at  prices 
that  were  at  or  near  the  previous  peak  levels  reached  in  mid-1952.      In 
the  spring  and  early  summer  of  195U  several  insurance  con^janies  active 
in  the  Midwest  adopted  more  liberal  credit  policies  and  lowered  interest 
rates.     This  may  have  given  an  additional  impetus  to  the  market. 

Elsewhere,  drought,   lower  farm  income,  and  inability  of  many  pros- 
pective buyers  to  meet  lenders  requirements  resulted  in  a  dull  and 
inactive  land  market  at  slightly  lower  prices.     These  features  character- 
ized the  market  in  many  Southeastern  and  South  Central  States,  where 
declines  of  1  or  2  percent  were  common  between  July  and  November.     Al- 
though these  declines  were  small,  they  were  a  continuation  of  the  down- 
ward trend  that  was  evident  in  these  areas  during  the  first  half  of 
19Sh'     As  a  result,  the  November  level  of  values  in  most  of  these 
States  was   from  5  to  10  percent  below  the  post-Korean  peak,  whereas 
values  in  most  of  the  North  Central  States  were  within  5  percent  of 
that  level. 

Because  of  the  substantial  downward  adjustment  in  land  values  in 
many  Mountain  States  which  followed  the   sharp  break  in  cattle  prices 
beginning  in  mid-1952,  the  additional  decline  in  the  latest  Ii-month 
period  was  largely  nominal.      Values  in  most  States  were  down  not  more 
than  1  or  2  percent.     Wyoming  and  Colorado  showed  the  largest  declines, 
reflecting  the  severe  drought  in  parts  of  these  States. 

The  trend  in  land  values  during  the  year  ending  November  19Sh 
showed  rouglily  the  same  regional  differences  that  were  noted  for  July- 
November  (table  1).     Values  were  1  percent  or  more  higher  than  a  year 
earlier  in  16  States,  most  of  which  were   in  the  area  extending  east- 
ward from  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska  to  the  coast.      Largest  gains 
occurred  ±n  Illinois  and  Indiana,  both  up  6  percent,  whereas  gains 
of  3  or  U  percent  were  more  common  elsewhere  in  this  general  area. 
Nominal  changes  of  1  percent  or  less  occurred  in  13  States,  most  of 
which  were  in  the  South  Central  area.     Values  were  down  an  average  of 
5  perce:.t  in  the  Mountain  States.     Colorado  led  with  an  8  percent 
decline,   followed  by  Montana,  Wyoming,  and  Nevada, 
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Table  1.-     Percentage  change  in  index  of  average  value  of 

farm  real  estate  per  acre^   by  geographic  divisions, 
selected  periods,  1952-5U* 


Geographic 
division 


Change  during  year  ended 
NovT  NOV.  Nov. 


1952 


1953 


195U 


Change  during  It  months  ended i 
NOV.  NOV.  Rov; 

1952  1953  1951; 


Percent 
^3 

Percent 
-  3 

Percent         . 
-  3 

Percent 

Percent 
-  3 

Percent 

New  England 

0 

-  1 

Middle  Atlantic 

♦  5 

-5 

♦  2 

•     ♦  1 

-  2 

♦  2 

E.  North  Central 

*5 

-  3 

tii 

:         0 

-  1 

t  2 

W.  North  Central 

♦  3 

-  6 

4  2 

0 

-  2 

♦  2 

S.   Atlantic 

t  7 

-  2 

♦  2 

♦  1 

-  2 

t  2 

E.  South  Central 

¥  2 

-5 

-  2 

-  1 

-k 

-  1 

W.   South  Central 

f  5 

-  6 

0 

-  1 

-  2 

-  1 

Mountain 

-  1 

-10 

-5        ; 

-  1 

-5 

-  1 

Pacific 

0 

-  8 

0         ; 

♦  2 

-  3 

-  2 

United  States 

tU 

-5 

♦  2 

0 

-  2 

>  1 

Expected  Changes  in  Land  Values 
Reflect  Past  Trends 


For  several  years,   opinions  as  to  the  most  probable  change  in  land 
values  have  been  obtained  in  March  and  October  from  mail  surveys  of  farm 
real  estate  dealers  and  others.     Reporters  are  asked  whether  they  think  land 
values  will  increase,  change  little,  or  decrease  in  the  6  months  following 
the  date  of  the  sxirvey.     The  distribution  of  replies  to  this  question  has 
been  found  to  reflect  the  economic  conditions  that  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
survey,  as  well  as  anticipated  changes  in  farm  income,  price-support  levels, 
and  other  factors  that  affect  land  values.     These  reporters  tend  to  project 
past  trends  into  the  future  in  much  the  same  way  as  do  prospective  buyers 
and  sellers.     To  the  extent  that  the  reporter  group  and  those  who  partici- 
pate in  the  market  tend  to  consider  the  same  factors  and  to  evaluate  them 
similarly  in  their  asking  and  offering  prices,  changes  in  reporter's  opinions 
provide  a  clue  as  to  future  trends. 

In  the  fall  of  1953 >  when  land  values  were  declining  generally  through- 
out the  country,  the  predominant  opinion  of  the  reporters  was  that  values 
would  continue  to  decline  into  early  1951|«     However,  these  expectations 
were  not  realized  because  the  downward  t3?end  in  land  values  was  partially 
checked  b7  firm  prices  of  farm  products.     By  March,  a  substantial  number  of 
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reporters  had  revised  their  opinions  accordingly,  but  the  balance  of  opinion 
still  was  that  land  values  would  decline.  A  further  shift  of  opinion  was 
apparent  in  the  October  1951^  survey  when  nearly  70  percent  expected  no  change. 
Nationally,  among  those  who  expected  a  change,  those  who  expected  a  decline 
outnumbered  those  who  e3Q)ected  an  increase  by  about  2  to  1.  However,  vari- 
ations in  the  distribution  of  replies  from  State  to  State  are  more  revealing 
than  are  the  national  totals. 

ConQjaring  the  results  of  the  October  19^3  and  October  195U  surveys, 
the  gain  in  the  proportion  of  reporters  who  expected  an  increase  in  land 
values  was  greatest  in  the  northern  Com  Belt  and  in  several  other  States 
which  contain  large  metropolitan  areas  where  land  values  have  strengthened 
most  in  the  last  year.  Conversely,  there  was  still  a  widely  held  opinion 
among  reporters  in  Oklahoma,  Kentucky,  Georgia,  South  Carolina,  and  Texas 
that  land  values  would  continue  to  decline.  The  prevalence  of  this  opinion 
can  be  attributed  largely  to  the  effects  of  drought  in  1951i  and  the  generally 
weak  demand  for  farms  that  resulted. 

Similar  opinions  as  to  expected  changes  in  values  were  also  obtained 
for  good,  average,  and  poor  farms  in  the  eastern  two-thirds  of  the  country 
and  for  irrigated,  dryf arming,  and  grazing  lands  in  the  Western  States. 
As  in  previous  surveys,  fewer  reporters  expected  a  decline  in  the  price 
of  good  farms  than  expected  a  decline  in  the  price  of  poor  farms.  Fewer 
thought  prices  of  irrigated  land  would  decline  than  thought  prices  of  grazing 
land  would  drop.  However,  reporters  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  were  in- 
clined to  think  that  prices  of  diyfarming  land  were  more  likely  to  decline 
than  were  prices  of  irrigated  or  grazing  land.  Reporters  in  California  did 
not  anticipate  much  change  in  prices  of  any  of  the  three  classes  of  land. 

Land  Values  Respond  to  Changes 
in  Farm  Income 

Although  small  year-to-year  changes  in  farm  income  seldom  affect  land 
values  to  any  great  extent,  a  sustained  upward  or  downward  trend  in  income, 
or  a  strong  belief  that  a  given  trend  will  continue  are  probably  the  major 
factors  that  influence  changes  in  land  values.  During  the  upswing  in  farm 
income  from  1950  through  1952,  land  values  showed  a  much  sharper  rate  of 
response  than  had  occurred  in  similar  previous  periods.  Nationally,  gross 
farm  income  (as  measured  by  cash  receipts)  increased  22  percent  while 
land  values  increased  2k   percent.  1/ 

With  farm  income  following  a  less  rapid  downward  trend  since  the  1952 
peak,  a  corresponding  movement  of  land  values  would  be  expected.  Nationally, 
cash  receipts  in  January-October  195U  were  8  percent  below  the  comparable 
period  of  1952,  whereas  last  November  land  values  were  down  k   percent.  This 
is  about  the  usual  relationship  that  has  existed  in  most  previous  periods, 

1/  Change  in  cash  receipts  for  12  months  ended  June  30,  1952  compared  with 
similar  period  of  19U9-50,  Change  in  index  of  land  values  from  July  1,  1950 
to  July  1,  1952. 
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except  during  the  Korean  rise. 

The  tendency  for  land  values  to  decline  about  half  as  much  as  farm  income 
in  the  1952-5U  period  can  be  observed  in  most  major  areas  of  the  country  and 
in  a     number  of  individual  States.      In  general,  the  decline  in  land  values 
since  the  post-Korean  peak  has  been  somewhat  greater  than  average  where  farm 
income  has  declined  most.      In  the  Mountain  States,  for  exaxaple,  cash  receipts 
in  Januaiy-October  19$h  were  22  percent  below  those  in  the  comparable  period  of 
1951*  and  land  values  last  November  were  down  15  percent   (table  2),      In  the 
V.'est  South  Central  region,  farm  income  was  down  18  percent  and  land  values 
averaged  7  percent  lower.      In  the  North  Central  region,  however,  farm  income  remained 
close  to  the  1951  and  1952  peaks  and  land  values  have  shown  little  significant 
change. 

The  relationship  between  changes  in  farm  income  and  change  in  land  values 
is  not  as  pronounced     in  individual  States  as  it  is  at  regional  and  national 
levels.     Where  adverse  weather  has  sharply  reduced  farm  income,  as  in  South 
Carolina  and  Louisana,  land  values  have  not  declined  as  much  as  the  decline 
in  farm  income.     Conversely,  proximity  of  large  cities  and  nonfarm  demand 
have  helped  to  sustain  land  values  in  such  States  as  New  York,  Rhode  Island, 
Michigan  and  Delaware,  even  though  farm  income  was  down  sharply.     In  several 
other  States,  notably  Kentucky,  Arizona,  and  Jiew  Mexicoj  land  values  have 


Table  2.-     Farm  real  estate  values  and  cash  receipts  from 
farm  marketings;   Percentage  change  for  selected 
periods,  1952-5ii. 


Change  in 

cash  receipts. 

January  -  October 

Chang 

;e  in  land  values 

Geographic         1952 

1953 

1952 

Nov.   1952 

Nov.   1953 

Peak 

division             1 

bo 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

1953 

1951; 

1951; 

Nov.   1953 

Nov.   195U 

Nov.   I95I4  1/ 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

1   Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

New  England 

-  2 

-  6 

-  8 

!            -  3 

-  3 

-  6 

Middle  Atlantic 

-  3 

-  7 

-  9 

-  5 

»  2 

-  2 

E. North  Central 

0 

-  2 

-  2 

-  3 

th 

♦  1 

W. North  Central 

-  3 

0 

-  3 

-  6 

«  2 

-u 

South  Atlantic 

0 

-  5 

-5 

-  2 

-I-2 

-  1 

E. South  Atlantic 

4-  1 

-15 

-U; 

-5 

-  2 

-  8 

W, South  Atlantic 

-17 

-  1 

-18 

-  6 

0 

-  7 

Mountain 

-11 

-11 

-20 

-10 

-  5 

-15 

Pacific 

-  3 

-  6 

-  9 

.           -  8 

0 

-  8 

United  States 

-  h 

'h 

-  8 

;     -5 

f  2 

-U 

1/  All-time  peaks  in  all  regions  except  the  W, North  Central  and  E. South  Central 
occurred  during  1952.  The  1920  peak  in  the  W. North  Central  was  slightly  higher 
than  in  1952  and  the  all-time  high  was  reached  in  the  E. South  Central  region  in 
March  1953. 
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declined  more  than  farm  income.  Land  values  in  some  of  these  States,  as  well 
as  in  others,  had  increased  substantially  more  than  average  during  the  upswing 
in  farm  income  between  19^0  and  1952,  and  readjustment  apparently  has  taken 
place. 

The  November  1951;  level  of  land  values  in  10  additional  States  was  about 
the  same  as  their  previous  peaks,  despite  a  moderate  reduction  of  about  5 
percent  in  farm  income.   In  some  of  these  States,  nonfarm  demand  for  land 
probably  has  been  strong  enough  to  offset  lower  farm  income.   In  others,  such 
as  Illinois,  Indiana  and  North  Carolina,  the  decline  in  farm  income  apparently 
has  been  too  small  to  have  affected  land  values  significajitly. 

Sales  Volume  Shows  Smaller  Decline 

Indications,  first  apparent  last  March,  that  the  almost  steady  decline 
since  19ii6  in  number  of  farms  sold  may  be  coming  to  an  end  were  confirmed  by 
the  results  of  the  October  survey  of  farm  real  estate  dealers  and  others. 
Nationally,  the  number  of  sales  that  tcok  place  in  195U  was  probably  a  little 
below  that  of  the  previous  year,  but  the  decline  was  pixjbahly  not  as  great  as 
the  13  percent  drop  that  occurred  in  the  year  ending  March  195h'   In  both  the 
March  and  October  195i|  surveys,  reporters  were  asked  whether  the  number  of 
farms  sold  in  their  localities  was  greater,  about  the  same,  or  less  than  in 
comparable  periods  a  year  earlier.  Although  last  fall  there  was  still  a  strong 
opinion  in  most  States  that  fewer  sales  had  taken  place,  the  number  of  reporters 
who  noted  some  increase  was  generally  larger  than  in  March,  The  most  active 
I95I4  market  appears  to  have  been  in  Minnesota,  lowo.,  Illinois,  Michigan,  and 
Wisconsin.  Land  values  have  strengthened  noticeably  in  all  of  these  States, 
except  Wisconsin. 

Sales  activity  probably  continued  at  a  low  level,  and  substantially  be- 
low that  of  1953  in  many  States  that  were  affected  by  drought.  The  market  was 
probably  weakest  in  Missouri,  Colorado,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  Texas,  and 
Tennessee. 

General  indications  as  to  the  number  of  farms  listed  for  sale  and  the 
number  of  inquiries  concerning  available  farms  have  been  obtained  also  from 
these  surveys  in  recent  years.  With  respect  to  farm  listings,  the  predominance 
of  opinion  of  reporters  in  about  half  the  States  was  that  some  increase  had 
occurred  compared  with  a  year  earlier.  Most  of  these  States  were  in  the 
Southeastern,  Southwestern,  and  Mountain  regions,  where  little  or  no  recovery 
in  land  values  occurred  in  195h.  The  increase  in  listings  was  most  apparent 
to  reporters  in  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Alabama,  and  South  Carolina, 

The  number  of  farms  available  for  sale  continued  at  the  low  level  of 
i^ecent  years  in  many  States  where  land  values  have  strengthened  recently. 
A  significant  proportion  of  the  reporters  in  Nebraska,  Indiana,  Illinois, 
Ohio,  and  Iowa  noted  fewer  farms-  for  sale  than  in  the  fall  of  1953 • 
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The  demand  for  farmland.,  as  reflected  in  inquiries  concerning  available 
faiTOs,  was  probably  somewhat  weaker  than  a  year  earlier  in  all  except  the 
central  Com  Belt  States.     The  strongest  indication  that  demand  had  weakened 
came  from  Missouri,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,   Idaho,  and  Coloradot  where  drought 
reduced  both  farm  output  and  farm  income. 


Credit  Situation  Eases 

Lower  interest  rates  and  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  farm  mortgage  credit 
available  to  finance  farm  purchases  in  the  Com  Belt,  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
elsewhere,  contributed  to  the  strength  in  land  values  noted  in  the  last  half 
of  19$h*     Several  insurance  companies  have  reduced  their  interest  rates  by 
one-half  of  1  percent,     in  recognition  of  recent  trends  in  central  money 
markets.     They  have  also  increased  their  appraisals  or  upper  loan  limits  to 
strengthen  their  competitive  position.     These  relaxations  in  credit  tcims  have 
been  selective,  however,  with  respect  to  both  grade  of  property  and  to  area, 
and  have  not  as  yet  become  evident  throughout  the  country.     In  the  October 
survey  reporters  in  other  areas  frequently  referred  to  the  inability  of  many 
prospective  bikers  with  limited  resources  to  obtain  sufficient  credit  on  terms 
adapted  to  the  borrower's  requirements. 

The   increase  in  the  amount  of  loan  obtainable  on  better  grades  of  farms 
is  relatively  small  in  relation  to  the  total  down  payment  required.      But  the 
increased  competition  among  lenders  and  the  lower  interest  rates  may  have 
encouraged  some  prospective  buyers,  who  had  previously  hesitated  to  assume 
debt  obligations,   to  participate  in  the  land  and  credit  market.     A  decline  of 
one-half  of  1  percent  in  the  interest  rate  represents  a  substantial  saving  in 
interest  payments  over  the  life  of  the  sizable  mortgage  that  is  typical  in 
the  Com  Belt.     On  a  $^0^000,   20-year  amortized  mortgage,  for  example,  the 
total  interest  payment  at  h  percent  is  $3,300  less  than  for  a  similar  mortgage 
at  Us  percent.     A  reduction  from  ^  to  hz  percent  results  in  a  saving  of 
$3,360. 


Increase  in  Farm  Mortgage 
Recordings  Continues  1/ 

The  dollar  volume  of  new  mortgages  secured  by  farm  real  estate  and 
recorded  in  the  third  quarter  of  19Sh  totaled  5  percent  more  than  for  the 
same  period  a  year  earlier.     Largest  increases  occurred  in  the  lending  activi- 
ties of  commercial  banks  and  insurance  companies,  up  7  and  6  percent,   respective- 
ly.    Although  the  number  of  loans  made  by  Federal  Land  Banks  was  5  percent 
greater  than  a  year  earlier,   the  dollar  volume  of  their  loans  was  only  1 
percent  more.     Total  mortgage  recordings  for  the  first  9  months  of  195U 
were  approximately  the  same  as  for  the  comparable  period  of  19$3  with  respect 
to  both  number  and  dollar  volume  of  loans. 


1/  Data  on  farm  mortgage  recordings  are  compiled  by  the  Economic  and  Credit 
Tnalysis  Division  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 
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The  proportion  of  the  total  dollar  volume  of  loans  made  by  the  various 
lehders  has  not  changed  much  in  recent  quarters.   Individuals  and  commercial 
banks  each  had  about  an  equal  share  of  the  total.  Together,  they  accounted 
for  slightly  more  than  half  of  all  credit  extended.  Loans  made  by  insurance 
couqDanies  represented  about  20  percent  and  the  Federal  Land  Banks  have  made 
about  15  percent,  of  the  total. 

Other  influences  in  the  Farm  Real  Estate  Market 

The  year  195U  was  one  in  which  price-sustaining  and  price-depressing 
factors  in  the  farm  real  estate  market  were  in  approximate  balance.  Prices 
of  most  farm  products  did  not  change  sufficiently  to  have  a  significant 
affect  on  land  values.  Crop  prices  averaged  a  little  higher  last  fall  than 
a  year  earlier  while  livestock  prices  were  a  little  below  the  same  period 
of  1953.  Prices  of  all  farm  products,  combined,  in  November  19^h   averaged 
only  2  percent  below  a  year  earlier.  Also,  there  were  no  strong  inflationary 
or  deflationaiy  forces  in  the  nonagricultural  segment  of  the  economy  comparable 
with  those  that  have  affected  farm  real  estate  values  in  recent  years.  The 
general  attitude  of  conservative  optimism  that  developed  after  the  mild 
business  recession  of  1953  was  checked  also  contributed  to  stability  in  the 
farm  real  estate  market.  Nonfarm  demand  for  land  as  an  inflation  hedge  has 
subsided.  Present  indications  are  that  farm  income  in  1955  will  approach 
that  of  195U.  Thus,  most  of  the  moderate  change  in  land  values  that  occurred 
in  individual  States  was  the  result  of  local  and  regional  differences  in 
weather,  crop  outturns  and  local  supply-demand  situations. 

Greater  certainty  as  to  the  extent  and  level  of  price  supports  for 
1955  crops  than  existed  in  the  fall  of  1953  also  contributed  to  a  more 
stable  farm  real  estate  market  last  fall.  Although  the  sharpest  reductions 
in  support  levels  compared  with  those  of  195ii  will  apply  to  feed  crops, 
the  lifting  of  the  cross -compliance  feature  probably  will  be  offsetting  to 
a  considerable  extent  in  its  effect  on  land  values.  The  support  level  for 
cotton,  however,  will  remain  close  to  the  195i4  level  but  a  further  cut  in 
acreage,  assuming  average  yields,  would  result  in  smaller  total  production 
than  in  19$k»     Income  from  wheat  is  likely  to  be  reduced  to  a  greater  extent 
than  is  income  from  other  major  crops  because  of  the  combined  effects  of  a 
further  cut  in  acreage  and  a  lower  support  price.  On  balance,  however, 
the  stabilizing  influences  of  the  price-support  programs  on  farm  income  are 
more  likely  to  maintain  present  levels  of  land  values  than  to  cause  a  down- 
turn. Minor  adjustments  will  continue  to  take  place,  however,  in  those 
areas  in  which  alternative,  and  frequently  lower  paying,  uses  must  be 
found  for  diverted  acreage. 

The  continued  growth  of  liquid  assets  on  deposit  in  country  banks  re- 
presents another  source  of  stability  within  the  agricultural  economy.  Time 
deposits  have  increased  at  the  rate  of  about  10  percent  a  year  for  the 
last  several  years.  They  indicate  that  a  sizable  aisount  of  liquid  funds 
exists  in  rural  communities  that  could  be  used  to  buy  farm  real  estate. 
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Table  3--  Farm  real  estate:   Index  numbers  of  average  value  per 
acre,  by  States,  November.  195^^  with  comparisons  1/ 
(19^7-^9  =  100) 


State 

and 

Division 


1920 


1930 


19^0 


1950 


•     1953 
1952:  March  :  Nov, 


195^ 


March 
2/ 


Ju^y 


Nov, 
3/ 


Maine 

New  Hampshire 

Vermont 

Massachusetts 

Rhode  Island 

Connecticut 

New  England 

New  York 

Nev  Jersey 
Pennsylvania 

Mid.  Atlantic 

Ohio 

Indiana 

Illinois 

Michigan 

Wisconsin 

E.N.  Central 

Minnesota 

Iowa 

Missouri 

North  Dakota 

South  Dakota 

Nebraska 

Kansas 

W.N.  Central 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Virginia 
W.  Virginia 
N.  Carolina 
S.  Carolina 
Georgia 
Florida 

S  .  Atlantic 


102 

91 
86 

91 
71 
72 


95 
96 

106 
78 

119 


101 


138 

146 

142 
135 
207 
Ikk 

95 


138 


86 
82 
81 

105 
69 

110 

119 
76 


8y 


89 
79 
71 
8o 
73 
73 


54 

^7 
61 
6l 
81 


86 
77 
78 
89 
107 
90 
71 


69 
61 
58 
71 

V9 
50 

55 
74 


57 


69 
67 
58 

7^+ 
66 

65 


95  91 

97  105 

101  113 

99  112 

101  111 

100  110 


99 
108 
113 

112 

111 
111 


96 
105 
109 
108 
111 
109 


90 

105 
107 
106 
109 
109 


46 
44 
50 
46 


101 

103 
108 

100 
101 


13^ 
135 
138 
123 
119 


13^^ 
137 

140 
126 
119 


132 
131 
136 
126 
113 


132 
135 
139 
128 
113 


6u   49   104132 


133   130 


132 


55 
50 
50 
48 
^7 
^1 
^5 


109 
108 
106 
107 
111 
104 
106 


137 
132 
138 
133 
145 
136 
131 


13^^ 
128 
132 
136 
140 
136 
133 


128 
124 
123 
13^ 
135 
127 
125 


127 
124 
121 
13i^ 
135 
127 
125 


82   49   107   135   133   127 


126 


55 
50 
48 
58 
^+3 
^^3 
^5 


98 

99 

101 

95 
106 

97 

99 

-9L 


121 
125 
129 
112 
132 
117 
123 
120 


123 
126 

113 
138 
119 
129 


123 
125 
129 
109 
133 
116 
124 
118 


120 
123 
129 
109 
133 
117 
126 
116 


48   101   125 


129 


125 


125 


91 

lo4 

107 
107 
109 
108 


133 
136 
141 
129 
111 


133 


129 

125 
121 
13^ 
135 
128 

125 


127 


123 
12b 
130 
110 
136 
117 
126 
114 


126 


90 
103 
105 
lOfa 

109 

110 


88 

8o 

67 

99 

106 

108 

105 

103 

103 

102 

92 
69 
91 

71 
66 

69 

59 
62 

58 

105 
103 

102 

121 
122 

129 

121 
123 
129 

114 
123 
129 

114 
124 

130 

114 
124 
130 

117 
125 
131 

89 

70 

59 

103 

125 

125 

121 

122 

122 

124 

136 

139 
144 
130 
112 


135 


133 
128 
124 
133 
138 
132 
125 


130 


125 
128 

133 
112 
138 
115 
123 
116 


128 


Continued. 
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Table  3.-  Farm  real  estate:  Index  nvunbers  of  average  value  per 
acre,  by  States,  November,  195^*  with  comparisons  1/ 
-  Continued 

(1947.49  =  100) 


State      ' 

1920  : 

1930: 

1940: 

1950: 

1952: 

19:?3     : 

1954 

and       • 

March 

■  Nov .  • 

March  • 

July  • 

Nov. 

Division    • 

■■      2/   : 

2/  '' 

2/   '■ 

3/ 

Kentucky       : 

75 

i+8 

k2 

102 

128 

123 

116 

116 

117 

115 

Tennessee      : 

78 

48 

k2 

103 

124 

125 

116 

116 

115 

115 

Alabama       : 

69 

56 

hi 

101 

125 

131 

126 

125 

124 

124 

Mississippi    : 

9h 

>3 

kS 

106 

13^+ 

139 

131 

130 

131 

129 

E.  S.  Central  : 

7ti 

50 

kk 

103 

127 

128 

121 

120 

120 

119 

Arkansas       : 

9h 

60 

ko 

105 

131 

128 

123 

122 

123 

121 

Louisiana      : 

9k 

b2 

57 

105 

120 

125 

123 

121 

122 

123 

Oklahoma      : 

89 

58 

50 

108 

138 

133 

125 

125 

126 

126 

Texas         : 

97 

76 

55 

102 

139 

134 

130 

130 

131 

129 

W.  S.  Central 

.   95 

73 

53 

103 

137 

133 

128 

129 

129 

128 

Montana 

101 

67 

1+6 

98 

119 

115 

114 

109 

106 

107 

Idaho 

98 

74 

53 

95 

104 

97 

94 

91 

90 

90 

Wyoning 

.   99 

63 

k2 

99 

118 

118 

110 

108 

107 

103 

Colorado 

.   95 

61 

k2 

97 

113 

105 

98 

94 

93 

90 

New  Mexico 

:   60 

52 

39 

103 

123 

118 

111 

107 

106 

105 

Arizona 

:   73 

6k 

47 

95 

123 

124 

113 

113 

113 

111 

Utah 

I     136 

106 

61 

100 

110 

108 

102 

101 

101 

100 

Nevada 

:  106 

80 

52 

95 

111 

110 

105 

102 

100 

99 

Movmtain 

\       94 

67 

KG 

98 

115 

111 

105 

102 

101 

100 

Washington 

':     105 

83 

5'* 

93 

103 

101 

98 

96 

97 

96 

Oregon 

:  101 

86 

57 

92 

104 

101 

98 

94 

95 

94 

California 

:   78 

76 

k9 

86 

98 

96 

92 

91 

95 

93 

Pacific 

:  Qk 

78 

51 

87 

99 

97 

93 

92 

95 

93 

imiTED   STATES 

':     105 

70 

50 

102 

128 

127 

122 

122 

123 

124 

T7  All  farmlands  with  improvements  as  of  March  1,  except  as  indicated, 
2/  The  indexes  for  the  following  States  and  regions  have  been  revised  since  publication 
of  last  report:  Nov.  1953,  March  and  July  1954  -  Pa.,  Middle  Atlantic,  Ohio,  111., 
Mich.,  E.  N.  Central,  S.  C;  March  and  July  1954  only  -  N.  J.,  Ind.,  Vs.,  W.  Va., 
N.  C,  Ga.,  S.  Atlantic,  Ky.,  E.  S.  Central,  Ark.,  Oklac,  Tfexas,  W.  S.  Central  and 
the  U.  S.i  March  1954  only  -  Ala.,  Calif.;  July  1954  only  -  Minn.,  Dela.  Md. 
2/    Figures  for  Nov.  19^4  are  preliiainary . 
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Table  ii,-  Farm  real  estate:     Index  ninnbers  of  average  value  per 
acre,  by  State,  Noveraber,  1951i  with  ccsnparisons  1/ 
(I912-II4     »  100) 


State 

: 

'   1920 

'   1930* 

19UO! 

1 

1950J 

1952 

:    1953 

• 
• 

195U 

and 

* March* 

Nov, 

:  March: 

July: 

Nov. 

Division 

»              4 

: 

:     : 

£/ 

••  2/: 

^  '• 

y 

Maine        : 

'i     lh2 

12U 

95 

132 

127 

137 

13U 

126 

127 

126 

New  HaiiQ)shire  j 

•  129 

111 

9k 

136 

1I47 

152 

lli7 

Ui7 

lh6 

lit)i 

Vermont 

I     150 

123 

101 

176 

196 

196 

190 

186 

186 

183 

Massachusetts 

:  D4O 

131 

113 

152 

170 

171 

165 

163 

163 

161 

Rhode  Island   j 

'  130 

13k 

120 

18U 

203 

203 

202 

200 

200 

198 

Connecticut    j 

!  137 

iho 

12ii 

191 

210 

213 

208 

209 

207 

210 

New  England 

t     liiO 

127 

106 

157 

169 

173 

168 

l£k 

161* 

163 

New  yoric      : 

133 

103 

86 

152 

175 

175 

165 

165 

165 

169 

New  Jersey    s 

130 

125 

116 

19li 

230 

233 

233 

23U 

23ii 

236 

Pennsylvania   j 

•  lllO 

107 

90 

157 

200 

199 

199 

200 

200 

202 

Mid.  Atlantic  j 

!   136 

106 

90 

157 

191 

190 

185 

186 

186 

189 

Ohio         i 

159 

90 

77 

167 

22U 

223 

219 

220 

222 

226 

Indiana       : 

161 

80 

7U 

nk 

228 

231 

222 

228 

230 

231* 

Illinois      J 

160 

91 

75 

162 

206 

210 

20li 

209 

211 

215 

Michigan      : 

15U 

121 

91 

198 

2U3 

21*9 

2I18 

252 

25U 

257 

Wisconsin     s 

171 

117 

Qk 

lii5 

172 

172 

162 

162 

160 

161 

E.  N.  Central  : 

161 

96 

78 

166 

211 

213 

207 

211 

212 

215 

Minnesota 

Iowa 

Missouri 

North  Dakota 

Scuth  Dakota 

Nebraska 

Kansas 

W.  N.  Central 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Vii^inia 
W.   \^ginia 
N«  Carolina 
S.   Carolina 
Georgia 
Florida 


213 
213 
167 

m5 

181 
179 
151 


139 
166 
:  189 
:  I51i 
t  223 
230 
217 
178 


133 

113 

92 

95 

93 

113 

113 


111 
123 
13U 

105 
158 
loU 
100 

172 


86 
71* 
59 
52 
Ul 
58 
71 


169 
158 
121* 
115 
97 
130 
169 


212 
191* 
162 

11*3 
126 
169 
208 


207 
188 
151* 
11*6 
122 
162 
211 


199 
182 
11*1* 
lli5 
118 

159 

198 


196 
181 
11*2 
11*1* 
117 
159 
198 


200 
183 
11*2 
11*1* 
117 
159 
198 


89 
100 
112 

85 
138 

89 

82 
133 


158  195 

199  250 

235  300 

139  161* 

3ia  1*25 

203  21*1* 

181  225 

226  280 


199 
251* 
310 
165 
1*1*6 
21*9 
235 
286 


198 
251 
299 
159 
1*27 
21*2 
227 
275 


193 
21*7 
300 


303 


160  162 

U28  1*38 

2l*U  21*8 

229  229 

270  267 


206 
188 
11*6 

11*3 
121 

165 
199 


181*   109   65   11*2   179    177   168   167   169   172 


199   202 
253   257 


309 
165 
1*1*6 
21*0 
225 
270 


S.  Atlantic    :  199   127   IO6   22l*   278    288   278   278   281   281* 
1  Continued, 
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Table  U.-  Farm  real  estate:  Index  ninnbers  of  average  value  per 
acre,  by  States,  November,  19$h  "with  comparisons  1/ 
-  Continued 

(I912-II4  =  100) 


State 
and 

Division 


1920 


1930 


19liO 


19^0 


1952 


1953   ;      195U  ""^ 
March*  Nov.: March:  July:  Nov, 
:  2/  :  2/  :  2/  !  3/ 


Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Alabama 
Mississippi 

E.  S.  Central 

Arkansas 
Louisiana 

Oklahoma 
Texas 

W,  S.  Central 

Montana 
Idaho 
Wyoming 
Colorado 

New  Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 

Mountain 

Washington 

Oregon 
California 

Pacific 
UNITED  STATES 


200 
200 
177 
218 


222 
198 
166 
171* 


126 
:  172 
176 

iia 

165 
167 
135 


127 
123 

1^3 
122 


113 
108 
122 
106 


272 
265 
260 
2hh 


M 
319 
321 
309 


330 
321 
337 
320 


312 
299 
322 
302 


312 
298 
320 
300 


313 
296 
318 
302 


lUl 
132 
127 
138 


95 
121 

93 
99 


2U7 
221 

202 
18U 


309 
253 
258 
251 


302 
26I1 
250 
2UI 


290 
259 
235 
23U 


288 
256 
235 
235 


290 
257 
236 
237 


83 
131 
112 

90 
126 
2k7 
129 
102 


57 
93 
71; 
62 

95 

107 

7i* 

65 


122  ihQ 

167  183 

177  210 

lli5  168 

250  299 

215  279 

122  135 

121  Ha 


lh3  Ha 

172  166 

211  196 

156  m7 

287  269 

281  256 

132  I2U 

139  133 


135  131 

161  159 

19h  192 

lUl  138 

260  258 

256  256 

12U  12U 

129  127 


309 
297 
318 
297 


199   128   112   263   326   327   309   307   307   305 


286 
259 
237 
233 


177      136        99      192      255      2ii7      239      239      2lil      238 


133 
159 

18U 
135 
255 
253 
123 
126 


lli9 

102 

73 

I51t 

182 

176 

166 

161 

159 

157 

lUO 
130 
167 

110 
111 
I6U 

71 

73 

106 

122; 
119 
181* 

138 
13U 
210 

135 
130 
207 

130 
126 

198 

128 
121 
197 

129 
122 
203 

128 
121 
199 

156 

lli6 

95 

163 

185 

182 

17U 

172 

177 

171; 

173   115    82   168   211   209   201   201   202   20l; 


1/  All  fanalands  with  improvements  as  of  March  1.  except  as  indicated, 
?/  The  indexes  for  the  following  States  and  regions  have  been  revised  since 
"  publication  of  last  reportj  Nov.  1953 *  March  and  July  1951;  -  Pa.,  Middle 
Atlantic,  Ohio,  111.,  Mich.,  E.  N.  Central,  S.  C, ,  S.  Atlantic  and  the 
U«  S.J  March  and  July  1951;  only  -  N.  J.,  Tnd.,  Va.,  W.  Va.,  N.  C,  Ga., 
Kj,,   E,  S.  Central,  Ark.,  Okla,,  Texas,  W,  S,  Central:  March  1951*  only  - 
Ala,,  Calif . I  July  1951;  only  -  Minn.,  W,  N.  Central,  Dela.,  Md. 
3/  Figures  for  Nov,  1951;  are  preliminary. 
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